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ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. B. Barbieri; Prof. A. Ross; Prof. W. Gilsdorf. 
Call to Order 

82-10-1 The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. 
Approval of Minutes 

82-10-2 Dr. O'Brien advised that the minutes of the meeting of October 29, 1982, 


were not completed in time to be circulated for this meeting and they would 
be dealt with at the next meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LABROSSE, SECONDED BY MR. SNOW, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF OCTOBER 15, 
1982, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


82-10-3 Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee proposed that 
consideration of one or two non urgent items be postponed to the December 
meeting, leaving the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and Planning 
and the University Mission Study as the main item on today's Agenda. 
Steering Committee also proposed that for this meeting, the Question Period 
should be kept strictly within the 15 minute time limit allotted to it, in order 
to provide the maximum amount of time for discussion of the main item. 


82-10-4 


82-10-5 


82-10-6 


Question Period 


Dr. O'Brien advised that there were one or two questions raised at the last 
meeting, including a question relating to the Committee on Registration and 
it is proposed that Mr. Graham Martin, Vice-Rector, Administration and 
Finance, be invited to attend the next Senate meeting to give a progress 
report on that subject and on two or three other major matters that have 
arisen in the past, which Senate would be interested in. 


In response to a question concerning a recently circulated survey letter on 
the Senior Citizens programme, Prof. Whitelaw advised that when the pilot 
project was approved by Senate, it was agreed that further provisions for 
senior citizens would also be made. The pilot project was being worked on, 
but in addition, letters have been circulated to senior students in an attempt 
to determine what other needs for such students were not being met, asking 
for suggestions and raising the possibility of a meeting to discuss any 
suggestions that might be made. He emphasized that the letter was nothing 
more than an attempt to gather information, which had no direct bearing on 
the pilot project per se, and once the reactions to that are in, every attempt 
would be made to consult with all appropriate people in the University. 


In response to a concern over the fact that publicity for the pilot project had 
been limited to senior students already in Concordia, Prof. Whitelaw 
advised that an advertisement, which had been formulated by himself and 
Mr. Schiff, had been inserted in the senior citizen's newspaper and available 
courses, once that information is known, would also be publicized in the 
paper. He explained that it had to be determined first of all, because of the 
shortage of space, whether or not independent students were going to be 
admitted to the University, because-if not, we might then be placed in the 
awkward Position of trying to justify admitting, what might be termed a 
quasi-independent group of people, while at the same time denying 
admission to independent students in general. However, that decision has 
now been taken. Secondly, it had to be determined what courses would be 
available for the pilot project, because there would be no point in advertising 
and creating expectations if, by that time, we could not really meet those 
expectations. He advised that the Faculty of Arts and Science was preparing 
a list of courses in which space would be available, and these would be 
publicized in due course. 


Reports from the Committee on Priorities and Planning and the University 
Mission Study 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Steering Committee has suggested that he 
should make an opening statement in order to situate where the matter was 
at the present time, what was still to happen, and by implication, where 
today's discussion may fit into a total sequence of events. In the process of 
doing that, he would also explain what the Steering Committee proposes for 
today's meeting. 


He stated that about a year ago there were two separate processes begun, 
1.e., two separate groups were set up, each of which was to deal with the 


future role, purpose, and mission of the University and to bring in reports 
and proposals in that area, so that the University could consider what its 
role through the 1980's should be. The original purpose of these two 
operations was broadly similar, although the method and the basis of 
operation was rather different. The Committee on Priorities and Planning 
(The Fahey Committee), which brought in the first Report in September, 
1982, was essentially an internal committee which was to hold whatever 
hearings it found useful and to present a set of comments or 
recommendations to the University community for discussion. That Report 
was to be made available in September so that it could be discussed during 
the Fall months and this is essentially what has been happening. The second 
process, i.e., the Mission Study, was somewhat more complex in the sense 
that there were to be three phases spread over three different time periods, 
whereas the Fahey Committee was set up as a two phase operation, the first 
phase being from September. 1981 to September.1982, followed by a 
second phase devoted to University consideration and ultimately, decisions. 
The first phase of the Mission Study, from last Fall to September, 1982, 
was largely, although not exclusively, external to the University, in that the 
external consultants interviewed or conducted surveys of various groups, 
some internal but many external to the University. The consultants 
presented a factual report on their findings and secondly, they presented, 
what appeared to them to be, a list of opportunities for the University. That 
was Phase I, and it was to be followed by Phase H, which was a much 
more internal operation in which the Mission Study Steering Committee, 
which was made up largely, but not exclusively, of the senior academic 
administrative officers of the University, would receive the Phase I 
document and on that basis and on the basis of whatever other information 
they had, prepare a further report. He explained that the two documents 
which were available in September, turned out to be rather more dissimilar 
than what was originally anticipated, i.e., the Fahey Committee presented a 
report which emphasized areas and matters which were substantially rather 
different than those which were raised in Phase I of the Peat, Marwick 
Study. He felt that in consequence of this, there has followed a greater 
degree of confusion in the University than what otherwise might have been, 
as to exactly what has been or what should be being discussed during the 
present period. He further advised that it now appeared probable that a third 
document, i.e., the Phase II Report, would become available about the 
middle of December, which would be at the end of this term and therefore 
basically too late for there to be any consideration of it during this term. 
This means, practically speaking, that the document would become available 
for the beginning of January, 1983. His anticipation was that he would 
present a report to the Board of Governors at its December meeting, which 
would state what has been done during the past several months and in all 
probability it would also involve, at the same time, the tabling of the Phase 
II Mission Study document. He also imagined that the Phase II document 
would then be referred back to the University community in general, for 
reaction. Ultimately there would be a further round of discussion on that 
document, and a further report made to the Board of Governors within a 
couple of months, at which point the Board could begin to take whatever 
actions or decisions might appear to be appropriate. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that at this particular stage, Steering Committee was 
proposing as the useful way in which to conduct this meeting, that Senate 
receive reports from each of the Faculty Councils, the Students' 
Associations, and two committees of Senate, as to the views from the 
particular areas. This was to be essentially a reporting of positions, so that 
Senate begins its deliberations by being systematically informed about 
discussions that have gone on elsewhere in the University and what 
decisions might have been taken. This should be followed by a general 
Senate discussion, which would have as its purpose, not the immediate 
taking of any positions or the passing of any resolutions or motions, but 
rather to allow Senators to identify what topics there may be that appear to 
Senate to be of particular interest, importance, or concern, which could then 
be dealt with by Senate at some point in the future. Senate would have to 
make whatever decisions it deems necessary, with respect to what to do 
next and in particular, the extent to which it wishes to pursue the discussion 
at this point, versus the alternative of pursuing the discussion in January, on 
the basis of the Phase II report. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that what appeared to him to be of the most 
immediate importance, was to determine what reactions there may be to the 
8 opportunities, as set out in the Phase I document. He explained that one 
reason for this was that if Senate has any reactions that should be taken 
account of during Phase II, this was clearly the time for those reactions, 
rather than after Phase II has been completed. The other reason was it was 
both logical and appropriate that the University should first take some 
position, as to what it sees its mission to be during the 1980's, before 
taking a whole series of detailed decisions on various matters of 
administrative organization, the availability of services, or the relative 
importance of one activity over another. 


In proceeding to invite reports from the different groups mentioned earlier, 
Dr. O'Brien asked the spokesmen for the various Faculty Councils to make 
whatever statements they saw fit) in the sense of informing Senate-of what 
went on in Council discussions. 


In reporting on behalf of the Arts and Science Faculty Council Steering 
Committee, Dr. Singer explained that the Committee felt that it was 
inappropriate to produce a document at this time because the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council discussions have not yet been completed. He 
advised however, that the Council has taken its responsibility very seriously 
and has thus far discussed and deliberated on the Reports from the 
Committee on Priorities and Planning and the University Mission Study at 
four meetings, including three special meetings since mid-October. Those 
deliberations were facilitated by a document prepared by the Steering 
Committee, in light of an initial round-table discussion at Council, which 
attempted to isolate those remarks which could be construed as 
recommendations. The document grouped the 79 recommendations into 
seven categories, including two topics which had aroused the greatest 
concern at Council, i.e., restructuring of the University, and establishing 
academic priorities. The Steering Committee assigned priority to these 
recommendations and suggested to Council that 22 statements required its 


attention. Up to this point, the Arts and Science Faculty Council has decided 
that further consideration of the Phase I report of the University Mission 
Study should be delayed until the Phase II report is available for discussion; 
that discussion should continue on the two campus operation, after 
additional information has been made available to Council by the Vice- 
Rector, Academic; to support the recommendation that the offices of the 
Vice- Rectors, Academic, should be combined; to reject the recommendation 
that there should be a single dean of Graduate Studies and Research, and to 
recommend instead that the responsibility for Graduate Studies by given to 
the Academic Deans and that the responsibility for research, 
University-wide, be assigned to the Vice-Rector, Academic; to support the 
recommendation to reorganize the administrative structure of the Faculty 
and, in the interim, invited the submission of briefs to the Steering 
Committee; to strongly support the idea that the Libraries should report to 
the Vice-Rector, Academic, and to accept the recommendation that the 
Audio-Visual Department should report to the Vice-Rector, Academic; and 
finally, to reject the rationale maintaining the Computer Centre under the 
Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance, but to accept the recommendation 
itself, with a clear proviso that academic needs must be recognized by its 
superior. Dr. Singer further advised that another meeting of Council has 
been called for Friday, December 3, 1982, to continue the discussion, and 
that it was the Chairman's intention to attempt to draw to a close, the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council's discussion of the Report of the Committee on 
Priorities and Planning before the Christmas break, and to begin discussion 
on the Phase II document early in the new year. 


With respect to the response from the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, Dean Simon drew attention to the minutes of the Commerce 
Council meeting of October 8, 1982, (document US-82-10-D4), which had 
been circulated to members of Senate prior to this meeting. He elaborated on 
the main points raised during the discussion at Council, which were 
summarized on pages 8 and 9 of the Minutes. He emphasized that, given 
that the disciplines in Commerce and Administration were action oriented, 
members of the Faculty were much more interested in action and feel that 
the time lapses laid out in the two Reports were much too long, and that the 
work of the two Committees will have been for nothing, if specific action 
on the recommendations is delayed, even if such action has to be redone 
later on. That is, if too much time is devoted to discussion rather than 
action, any benefits to be derived from the work of the two Committees, 
will be lost. Consequently, the Faculty was suggesting that perhaps a 
deadline might be placed as to the time by which discussion should begin to 
be followed by more concrete evidence of action being taken. 


Dean Swamy advised that aspects of the Reports from the Committee on 
Priorities and Planning and the University Mission Study have been studied 
by the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council. Council's 
position on these two Reports was contained in document US-82-10-D5, 
which was circulated in advance of the Senate meeting. Prof. Giguere, in 
presenting, and explaining the position of the Faculty Council on the two 
Reports, (document US-82-10-D5), emphasized that the over-riding 
concern was that the University should move more quickly and 


consequently Council has proposed that the procedural deadlines contained 
in the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and Planning, be advanced. 


Dean Emery drew Senate's attention to the brief report on the discussions 
which had taken place in the Faculty of Fine Arts on the Fahey Report and 
the Mission Study, (document US-82-10-D3). He advised that while it was 
difficult to find anyone within the Faculty who was prepared to make 
concrete and specific proposals or recommendations, nonetheless there was 
a general feeling that the Faculty of Fine Arts, being the youngest Faculty, 
was caught by the economic freeze at a rather unfortunate period in its 
growth and many people have expressed apprehension that if this should 
continue, it would stop the Faculty from developing in a very promising 
way. He further advised that in the 1980's there has been a tremendous 
upswing in interest in fine arts among young people throughout North 
America and to some extent across the world, which is reflected in rising 
enrolments everywhere. However, enrolments in Fine Arts at Concordia 
were not rising because the Faculty did not have room to accommodate any 
more students. Consequently, most of the expressions at the meetings 
which were held, had to do with space and the reallocation of resources. 
There were also one or two remarks to the point that in order for Fine Arts 
to have more resources, someone else presumably would have to have less 
and while there were no specific recommendations as to how this operation 
should take place, there was nonetheless a general feeling that natural justice 
demands that a reallocation of resources would, in fact, take place. 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the comments from the Academic 
Evaluation Review Board and the Senate Committee on Academic 
Development on the Reports from the Committee on Priorities and 
Planning, (documents US-82-10-D1 and US-82-10-D2). 


Mr. Arnkvarn drew Senate's attention to the document from the CUSA 
Response Committee, which had been distributed at the beginning of the 
meeting. He explained that CUSA had requested that the deadline for 
responses to the Fahey Report and the Mission Study Phase I Report, be 
extended to January, 1983, and consequently, the document from CUSA 
represented preliminary comments on the final CUSA Report which would 
be available at that time. The general sense of the responses that have been 
received so far, was that students were pleased that the concept of long 
range planning was finally being considered by this institution. There were 
some initial complaints over the fact that while the Fahey Report focused 
well on certain student concerns, it offered few alternative solutions. There 
was also a major complaint over the issue of undergraduate student input to 
both the Committee on Priorities and Planning and the University Mission 
Study. With respect to the Peat, Marwick Mission Study, the students 
considered it an insult to their intelligence that while 2,000 Concordia 
alumni were surveyed, only | undergraduate student was interviewed. 
Other issues which were of concern to students included the question of 
over-centralized authority arising out of the proposed restructuring in Arts 
and Science; the necessity of increasing inter-campus transportation because 
of the rationalization of service area offices to one campus; curtailment of 
existing services which would result from any move to increase the 


cost-effectiveness of the University; the lack of study space and the need to 
correct existing imbalances in space allocation; utilization of interested 
student talents in the University, both graduate and undergraduate; giving 
greater priority to student service needs, particularly with respect to 
inter-campus transportation, investigation into bookstore pricing and review 
of service, greater student access to the Computer Centre, and a stronger 
commitment to the particular needs of part-time students; and the modalities 
and effectiveness of the suggested plan for departmental self-evaluation. 


Senate was advised that the Graduate Students' Association had nothing to 
report at the present time, but the intention was that the GSA report would 
be presented in January at the same time as the final report from CUSA was 
available. 


In response to a question as to why an outside group was hired to undertake 
the Mission Study, Dr. O'Brien explained that there was a tendency to look 
only at Phase I of the Mission Study, which in fact was meant to be the 
starting point for the University; Phase II was for the Steering Committee, 
which was an administrative group, plus a few others, to make some 
proposals about the mission of the University; and Phase III was for the 
University as a whole to pass some judgement on it. The reason for starting 
out with an external point of view, was exactly that, 1.e., it was to bring into 
the process, something from the outside, because the University had a 
strong tendency only to look at itself from the inside. He emphasized 
however, that it was not a matter of abandoning the inside look and 
replacing it entirely with the outside look; rather it was a question of 
providing some outside input into the process of deciding on the mission of 
the University. In addition, the 8 objectives contained in the Phase I Report 
were for the University to accept, reject, amend, adopt or add to. 


Insofar as setting up a group of people who are already acquainted with the 
University was concerned, as distinct from the Fahey Committee 
membership, he stated that there would have been advantages to that, and 
perhaps we should have had yet a third group operating. Nevertheless, there 
should be some advantage in having a group of people whose background 
is internal to the University, who have experienced the University and who 
have some University values but, who, at the same time, are not so fully 
acquainted with so many things that their point of view is already half 
formed, at the point at which they begin to look at the University. One 
would hope to get, from that particular approach, some new insight from a 
different set of viewpoints. He further advised that it was not expected that 
there would be a report produced which then was to be applied 
unquestioningly and immediately, but rather that such a report would 
provide a basis for a useful discussion within the University, so that within 
a reasonable period of time, some conclusions could be reached about the 
mission of the University for the 1980's. 


In response to a question as to whether there had been an attempt to obtain 
input to the two Reports, from the Ministry of Education, regarding 
Concordia University over the next decade and the next 20 years, Dr. 
O'Brien advised there was a certain amount of such input included in the 


Mission Study, because among those interviewed were people in 
Governmental circles. While he personally did not know to what extent the 
Fahey Committee might have done likewise, nonetheless they certainly had 
and did examine a good many government documents bearing on the 
university system. 


The feeling was expressed that effort should be made to inform the Ministry 
of Education as to what we were trying to do, and in turn, have the Ministry 
state its position, its hopes, aspirations, and indeed its limitations, with 
respect to Concordia. 


During continued discussion, concerns were voiced on the question of the 
lack of democracy and collegiality in the University; liberal arts education 
versus technical education; accessibility to higher education; priority setting 
in the University; crisis management mentality in the University; lack of 
student input into the mandate of the Fahey Committee; inaccessibility to 
information and data on which recommendations contained in the two 
Reports were based; the need to define what education is at the university 
level and the basic components involved in that; the need for resource 
management and inter-faculty planning; the need to address the question of 
accessibility to University services, particularly with respect to part-time and 
evening students; and determination of the costs for implementation of the 
proposals and opportunities arising from the Phase I Mission Study Report. 


It was argued that Faculty Councils and Senate could not be expected to be 
able to intelligently address the various aspects of the two Reports, without 
first having these broken down into some format, whereby different areas 
could be studied and developed by different groups, with full participation 
by interested academics and students within the University; that feelings of 
alienation, unsatisfactory internal communication, and lack of esprit de 
corps, could be remedied at least in part, by more frequent, informal 
meetings of groups of people at various levels in the University, with 
common interests in limited areas; that collegiality in the University and the 
level of trust between the administration, faculty and students, was at an all 
time low, particularly as evidenced by the shocking state of affairs with 
respect to the way in which the current salary negotiations between the 
administration and the Faculty Association were being handled, and that we 
have to begin to trust in each other again and we have to deal with that issue 
before we begin to deal with the Reports from the Committee on Priorities 
and Planning and Phases I and II of the Mission Study; and that Senate 
should adopt the view that the question of structures should be considered 
after the mission of the University has been determined. 


It was stated that the various agencies external to the University that were 
involved in decisions affecting Concordia's financial base and the survival 
of the University, were not at all mysterious. These included the Quebec tax 
payers and their willingness to continue to bear a tax burden heavier than 
that in Ontario, in order to maintain superior educational establishments; 
there was the Quebec Government, where commitment to anglophone 
education and to excellence in anglophone education, has not been a priority 
ever since the establishment of the Ministry of Education; and there was the 


Civil Service, which was becoming increasingly competent, fair-minded 
and committed to ideals of equality, rather than to patronage. 


It was stated that as a premise to any discussion on the question of what sort 
of institution Concordia should be 15 years from now, it should be said that 
it will be the student body 15 years from now that ought to determine the 
characteristics of Concordia at that time. Furthermore, if we want to 
examine what sort of student body we were likely to have 15 years from 
now, there were a number of consequences and features that might be 
considered. These included the fact that the anglophone and allophone 
Quebec base was shrinking, the differential fee was likely to remain in 
place, and our ability to attract out of Province students was not going to 
increase. Consequently, 15 years from now, it was very likely that there 
would be an increased proportion of francophones in our student body, and 
we should consider the sort of stance we could take and the sort of mission 
that we could give ourselves, in order to cope, to respond, and to continue 
serving, with that sort of student body. It was argued that we should adopt 
the position that this was desirable, that it was possible, that it was 
necessary to our survival and that we should plan for it, so that we do it 
well and that we do it happily. In planning for it, we should consider 
establishing a number of rules, and it was suggested as an example, that 
francophone students at Concordia should feel entirely free to submit their 
work in French and feel confident that their work will be graded by the 
teacher who has been responsible for their education. Hence, there should 
be a rule that from now on, every faculty member hired by Concordia 
should take the responsibility of either being able to grade papers submitted 
in French or being able to do so within a two year period. Questions 
concerning programmes could also be considered; i.e., what sorts of 
programmes could we offer that would serve that potentially enlarging 
membership of our student body. It was also suggested that all we could 
expect to receive by way of response from the Minister of Education 
concerning his thoughts about Concordia, would be that we should be cost 
efficient; that we should serve the community; and that we should define our 
own mission. Finally, it was argued that our ability to be competitive and 
for getting hold of Quebec Government resources, was more directly related 
to our ability to define a mission that makes sense, rather than to the internal 
structures of the University. 


It was argued that among Quebec universities, Concordia was unique in that 
it was a two campus operation and it was felt that there might well be some 
valuable input from the Government as to how they will support any 
development of those two campuses. 


With respect to the possible future depletion of the anglop hone student 
population at Concordia, it was pointed out that while it was true that there 
were differential fees in Quebec, there were also differential fees elsewhere 
in Canada; that the Quebec Government, unlike other Provincial 
Governments, has established the "fonds de dépannage" and as a result, 
students who might otherwise wish to attend universities elsewhere, land up 
coming here; and that in many cases, because the tuition fees in Quebec for 
Canada residents were lower than at most other universities in Canada, 


students wishing to have a university education, have no choice but to study 
in Quebec. 


It was further suggested that we should determine precisely the areas in the 
University in which we were strong. This should be done by determining 
the areas of concentration in each department, how many papers in a given 
area have been published over the last ten years, what the laboratory 
facilities and specialized staff were in a given area, etc. That is, we should 
take an inventory in each area, in order to determine precisely what we 
should be building on. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the various 
recommendations in the two Reports should be divided up and studied in 
detail by individual groups of interested people, including both students and 
faculty members; that such groups be given access to the information upon 
which the recommendations were based; that there was no philosophy of 
education at Concordia, nor did the two Reports provide us with one; that 
some format should be established whereby students, staff, and faculty 
would be involved in the process of defining Concordia, before we ask 
people outside the University what they think of us; that one was not 
advocating that Concordia should be offering a bilingual education, but 
rather that Concordia would remain an institution wherein English was the 
language of instruction, where hopefully anglophone students would be 
trained to work in Quebec and where francophone students could be trained 
for a broader life in North America; that one did not know of any 
sociological or psychological journal that would accept an article for 
publication which was based on a 25% return on a questionnaire, nor could 
one get very excited about recommendations in the Mission Study Report 
which were based on a 25% return on a poll conducted throughout the 
community; that Concordia could not expect to have any kind of an image 
within Quebec society, unless it establishes stronger ties with the outside 
community, at the same time that it is attempting to define itself; and that in 
order to define Concordia, we have to consider the 5 W's, i.e., we have to 
ask ourselves who, what, where, when, and why, and particularly who 
were we serving, why were we serving them, and what were we providing 
to our students and our community. 


It was suggested that, given the tenor of the discussion, the Chair should 
consider the possibility of terminating this meeting and holding a special all 
day Senate session after first term classes have ended, to continue the debate 
on the two Reports. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY PROF. RIPSTEIN, 
THAT THE CHAIR CONSIDER THE POSSIBILITY OF HOLDING A 
SPECIAL ALL DAY SENATE SESSION, AFTER FIRST TERM 
CLASSES HAVE ENDED, TO CONTINUE DISCUSSION ON THE 
TWO REPORTS; AND THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


It was understood that the motion in effect refers to the Steering Committee, 
the problem of how and when to schedule such a session. It was also 


explained that the intent was that the meeting should be held prior to 
December 25, 1982. 


Again it was explained that the motion, in effect, was to refer the matter to 
the Steering Committee, to organize a special all day session and to adjourn 
at this point. 


It was pointed out that a motion to adjourn was non debatable. However, it 
was explained that the motion on the floor was not a simple motion to 
adjourn and contained other elements which were debatable. 


It was stated that one would be opposed to spending another whole day 
simply to receive general reactions on the two Reports from individuals. It 
was further argued that the Rector has asked for written submissions; that 
people were free to publish reactions in the Link and the Thursday Report; 
that Senate was not in a position where it could begin to take any decisions; 
that the Mission Study Phase II Report would provide us with something 
that was more specific, that could be rationally debated and recommended or 
legislated on, and that until that time, there was really no point in holding an 
all day meeting; that it was not a question of not wishing to continue the 
Senate discussion, but rather that such discussion should not be held 
prematurely, i.e., there were more things to come and once we have that 
information, Senate could more effectively continue its discussion in an all 
day meeting, if necessary. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that another variation of the motion on the floor 
would be that "the matter be referred to the Steering Committee, to organize 
an appropriate all day meeting, AS SOON AS IS REASONABLY 
POSSIBLE, AFTER THE PHASE II DOCUMENT IS AVAILABLE". 


The mover agreed to accept the variation suggested by Dr. O'Brien, as an 
amendment to the motion. However, he also strongly urged the Steering 
Committee to consider the matter in the context of what has been said today 
by various individuals, i.e., that they should pay heed to that and not simply 
forget this discussion. 


The feeling was expressed that we were dealing with very complex issues 
which were not sufficiently structured to allow members of Senate to 
properly deal with them. Consequently, the Steering Committee should 
really consider the question of structuring the debate in such a way as to 
allow the issues to be discussed either section by section, or Faculty by 
Faculty. That is, the Steering Committee should attempt to organize some 
agenda, or a list of topics, etc. 


Again, it was argued that we needed to establish some sort of working task 
force to examine the issues; that the issues could not be properly covered, 
even in an all day Senate meeting; and that in looking at the issues, we 
needed to involve students and faculty, in order to have a more 
representative input to the whole process. 


82-10-7 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED. 


Adjournment 


The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


